As set forth above, the letter from Complainant's at-
torney alleged expenses of $1,418.64 related to seeking
employment.  The Solicitor's brief cited no case law to
support an award of such damages.  The Solicitor advised
that he knew of no precedent to support such an award and
indeed stated that decisions under the National Labor Re-
lations Act indicated such an award would not be made (Hear-
ing July 27, 1984, p. 16).  The claim of damages for these
amounts is, therefore, denied.

Two other items remain for consideration.  As pre-
viously stated, the parties agree that the unreimbursed
medical expenses are $710.  Operator's counsel advised that
no objection exists with respect to this item (Hearing
July 27r 1984, p.5).  So too, the operator does not object
to payment for the Complainant's recertification as an
electrician (Hearing July 27, 1984, p. 7-8).  It should be
noted that an award of damages in these two instances would
be appropriate under the principles set forth herein.  The
medical expenses would have been paid for by health insur-
ance if Complainant had been working and the electrical
certification would not have expired if Complainant had not
been laid off.  The layoff was the proximate cause of these
particular losses.

Finally, careful consideration has been given to the
decision in Secretary of Labor on behalf of Noland v. Luck
Quarries, Inc., 2 PMSHRC 954 (1980).  In that case, recovery
was allowed under section 105 (c) (2) for lost equity in a
truck.  The miner there had been a truck driver who hauled
rock in his own truck for the company which had wrongfully
discharged him.  Because of earnings lost due to the dis-
charge, the Complainant lost the truck.  In order for the
miner in Noland to return to his former work hauling rock,
he needed a truck.  It was therefore not enough in that case
to order reinstatement with back pay and interest.  The
analogous item in the instant case is the cost of recerti-
fication as an electrician which has been allowed and which
would permit Complainant to resume his former position in
the mines as an electrician.  The decision in Noland is not
precedent for an award in this case of special damages
arising from real estate and business losses unrelated to
Complainant's ability to return to his former position and
caused by many factors other than the discriminatory layoff.
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